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ABSTRACT 

The assumptions underlying the student financial need 
analysis performed by York College of Pennsylvania^, and by the 
majority of post-secondary institutions nationwide^^ are that parents 
have a moral obligation to assist their children inxobtaining an 
education and that they should do so to the degree^hey .are able. 
This s'tudy was designed to determine the extent to^^ich students 
actually receive the financial assistance presupposed in establishing 
their financial needs. A survey instrument was sent to a 20, percent 
random sample of the full-time undergraduate students at York College 
of Pennsylvania, a private fojir-yeajc institution. Responses .from 
independent students were not considered. ReJ^ponses from dependent' 
students were dived according to parental inc^ome into "highrincome** 
and "low-income" categories , which were matched by sex and residency. 
The amount of expected parental support was calculated according to 
normal procedures and was compared to the actual parental assistance 
reported. Of the U"8 **high-income" <over $14,99^ students 'sampled, 
only 14 received at least 80 percent of the exp^ted parental 
contribution, whereas 42 of the 48 "low-income" ^students • sampled 
recieved at least 80 percent of the expected parental assistance . A 
literature review is included. A bibliography ano^th^ survey \ 
instrument are appended. (DC) 
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1. TltU 

lis research practicum is entitled " A Comparison Study 
of the Actual and Expected Parental Contribution » As A Stu - 
dent Financial Resource, For High and Low Income Students " 
2 • Statement of the Problem 

The research practicum within proposed the followinj 
questions fbr examination and investigation: ' 

a) What is the number of high income students, a^ 
defined for the purpose of this study, whosey 

^ m f 

parents contribute at least 80 percent of t^eir 
expected "parental contribution" as calcul/t6d 
by a unified system for determination of s/tudent 
financial need? 

b) What is the number of low income student^, 'as 
defined for the purpose of this ^'udy, wnose 
parents contribute at least 80 percent df their 
expected "parental contribution" as calculated 
by a unified system for determination o^ student 
financial need? 

c) Is ^there a significant difference (at •|)5'l.o.c.) 
when comparing the number of students in both 
high and low incpme groups whose parents actually 
meet at least 80 percertt of th^ expected (calcu- 
lated) contribution? 
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'j • Hypothes 1 s 

It was postulated that there was no significant dif- 
ference (at .05 l.o.c.) \^en comparing the number of student 
in both groups vhose parenjts actually meet at least SO per- 
cent of the e/kpect ed (calculated) contribution, 
/ 

4 . Backgrotind. and Significance 

A pare/htal contribution towards the cost of postsecond- 
ary education is created, and determined by a calculation 
referred to as a need analysis. It therefore seems appro- 
priat^ that a study of this nature, should in part, discuss 
the tfheory and practice of the need analysis. It is also 
apparent that in order to assist^n th<^ justification of 
th/is investigation that a brifif synopfeis relative to the 
W'istory of student financial aid, and \he role whicl\' it has 
/'played on the scene of higher education is necessary. 

Any educator must surely admit that ^higher education 
has probably changed more in the past decade than in any 
other period of its hist.ory. The concept of egali t ar ianism 
has been promoted by all segments of American society. The 
successful promotion of this concept, has in part, had a 
tremendous e,ffect on the increased enrollments in post- 
secondary education, and can be evidenced by the prolifer- 

i ' 
jLtion of such inst.itutions throughout the nation today. 

As the postwar baby boom unfolded into the college 
student boom s imultaneous ly higher education came to be 
viewed as a right ^rather than a privilege by the American 
people. The race for space was on and the needs of science 



and technology had been far from answered. 

As student enrollm^jflrt s increased, so did the cost of 
their education. It soon became apparent .that if equal 
access to postseconda.ry education was to in fact become a j 
reality, ^teps would have to be taken which would afford i 
all the financial opportunity to further their formal edu- 
cation. 

The ends, equal access, had "been established. The 
means, student financial resources, were to be provided 
through the auspices cff governmental and non-governmental 
agencies . 

With assertion in the belief that ^an educated populace 
\ . _ ♦ ' 

is necessary to strengthen the foundation o^ a democratic 

society, the federal government began to pravide student 
financial resources to post secondary educational institu-' 
tions. Grant, loan and work programs were established. 
State governments began to furthei: provide funds for stu- 
dents. By virtue of the emphasis placecT on equal educa- 
tional opportu^nity, these p rog^ms exist e.d only for students 
with established financial need. 

Institutional scholarship programs,, which had originally 
been established and were utilized primarily for athletic and 

academic incentive and success, began in part, to evolve into 

« 

need based programs fqr studentsN^ 

In review of the information previously stated we find 
a commitment on the part of the American society to egali-^ • 
tarian education. Simultaneously, 



6 



an abrupt increase in the 



population of those. enrolled in post secondare education 
occurred. The escalated cost of education was concurref.nt 



with the necessity for inVfeased fundii)g of^ and in, student ♦ 

' ! 

aid programs. Student financial aid programs existed only 

f 

for those students, who without the existence of such pro- 
grams would be u-nable to attend educational ins titut ions o f 
the postsecondary level. The method by which these needy 
students were identified, was, and continues to be the need 
analysis. In a study conducted by two educational re- 
searchers, Orwig and Jones (1970), entitled " Can Financial 
Need Analysis Be Simplified ", (an investigation promoted by 
American Colleg'e Testing - the second largest agency dealing 
with student need assessment), the authors state that 

. . student financial need analysis for college applicants 
and students plays an important role in our society's commit- 
ment to equality. of educational opportunity". 

As each reader becomes more and more cognizant of the 

t 

significant role which the need analysi^ plays in the world* 
of student financial aid, it is of relative importance that 
there is some discussion presented which deals with the 



theory and practice of the need analysis. 



Th'e underlying assumption of the need analysis utlljizef^^, * 
for the purpose of this ^tudy, (one established by, thi icollege 
S cliolar-ship Service, and subscribed to by York College! of 
Pennsylvania, and the- majority of the postsecondary educa- 
tional institutions throu'ghout bhe na^tion) , philosophize^ 

1 ^ 

that parents have a moral obligation tp assist in financing 



the education of their chiddrfen to the degree whiah they are 
able. (This system, as well as that of the A.C.T/ and oth^ers 
is based on the principle of parental obligatiory - and deals 
Vith each student in the same manner ,^ within the respective 
program.) A-s stated-more clearly by the College Scholarship 
Service (1974), . . parents are expected to provide, as 
well as they are able, ther essentials of life at home or on 
the college' campus*. These essentials include meals, room, 
clothing and medical care. If the4r means permit contribu- 
tions beyond the essenti»als, they are expected to assist in 
the payment of tuition, and other direct educational expenses' 

The parental contribution, as determined through the 
Utilization of a need analysis is the single most significant 

factor in determininjg a student's eligibility for. aid, as 

♦ y » 

well as' the dollar amount of aid wl>ach will be administered 

to that student* \ ^ 

f In very simple terms, the calculated parental contribu- 

< • 

tion is added to a calculated student (self) contribution, 
(from reported savings, benefits, and. expected savings from 
summer earnings); The sum, of ,these figures deducted from a 
student's cost of education yields the' student's demonstrated 
or established financial need. 

In an attempt t o ^c^^er^'ermine Family financial strength - 
sevet'kl factors arfe considered in the needXanalysis. Among 
these factors, as one may already have begun jto assume, are 
the family income and assets. Agaii^, becau^Te of the socio- 
economic structure of the Amerit anf amlly , Mie income and 



asset^s considered are predominantly those of the parents. 
'Allowances are made of the following; number-of children- in 

the^family, number in^ postsecondary education, retirement, 
in4 a moderate standard of living - contingent on family size, 
ijncf based on- economic statistics as compiled by the Bureau of 

Labor and Statistics. (The standard of living allowance is 

updated as necessary to reflect changes in the' Consumer Price 

Index.) 

* Notwithstanding a sincere attempt, to establish a reason- 
ab le| n^eed/analysis - equitable and responsive to the needs of 
all, (with particular emphasis on current economic conditions, 

■ \ ■ 

We find that some parents cannot, or do not contribute the 

» 

calculated expected ambiint. This is surely evident after 
several conference-s with students and parents - for whom it 
is not working. Due . to tj^ie aforementioned situation, this 
author was itl agreement with members'^ of the^Studer^t Affairs 
Division of Yark Cjollege, as well as members of the Scholar- 
ship and Financ ia L| -Aid Committee of the Academic Senate, that 
an investigation ^jS proposed was warranted. 

\ 9 \ 

pudy reveal thc^t jthere is a significant 



Should this s 



di f f erence 
parents are 



in the 



lumber of stude^nt^ fjrom either group whose 



al^o be considered 

t 
I 

the variables coyi 
It may be that t 



meeting at lea^t 80 perqenlt of theit expected 
contrib utioln , further invest°igation i^ this area would cer- 
ta^inly ^eem necessary. kodification of the need analysis may 



s m 

iV 



The mathematical calculation, as well^as 
i^dered in the' analysis w.ould be reviewed, 
calculation demands too great a contrib uti on 
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from sori^e income level\s and perhaps pot a large enough contjri- 
bution f^om other i^^ncpme levels.^ At \that titne further stuqies 
should al^o be conl'Wete^ to detei!Unine\ where the problem Idles, 
if in f act \a sig-nif 1 c^n\; d if f erenc^\exis t s . Cpi^^leg^e policy 
regarding the need .a^nalysls , and Hlmj^tations it \places on ^ 
students applying for tol^ege b asedl f u|pds may a^so be sev/erely 
scrutinized. , \ 

There have alre^ady Jb'ee'n several' questions raised re- 



garding the validity of\!the S\. S . need analysis. Wh;Lle many 



iscuss the lib^r^l imp lie at ions exp:^essed by the 



.ation, others .dis 
ulting student ne 
lear, representati 



cuss the conservative nature of 



nee.d ,calcu- 
the re- 



ed figures. riuring the 19 74-19/75 academic 
es 6f the C.S^S. appeared befbre .officials 
ucation, of* the Department of Health Edu- 
iion and Welfare. At that time ' governmental^ of f icers 



expressed grave concern o'vy the liberalization of' the need 



a^lys is calcul action 



i 



After* a prolonged period of public 

heiarings, .the ahaly.sls was approved\£or use in determining 

I \^ 
demons t r a t.ed financiail need, for campus based financial aid 

programs funded through' the Office of Education. 

The C.S'.S. had V libe^^altLzed th^ir calculait^on in order to 



equita^bly reflect chatiges in the*national 



spixallng rate ,of inflation. The concern 



O.E. may be justified when cons i der ing .that t he need 
is used in determining the gross uitmet need figiires Which th!e 



ecDijomy due to the 
reflected by the 



Office of Education a 1 1 emp ts to meet as fully as posSib, 



throu^ theiT^budget f 



or student financial^aid, 



It 



analy s:|.s 

Cjl 

I 



as 
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\ 



speculated by some that the concern expressed by*the Office 
of Education was not based on unwarranted changes in the 
calculation, but in the inability, or unwillingness of the 
Federal Government tojneet th6 larger amounts. of estimated 
financial need. In a " Kemo to the Members ", from the College 
Entrance Examination Board, (the b-ase organization which 
estabjlished the C • S . S .'), Robert Huff (1975), Vice Chairman of 
the C.S.S. Assembly and Director of Student Financial Aid at 
Stanford University was to ^have stated that the federal 
standard suggested for lise in calculating estimated financial 
need . , , would not prov for. measuring need but would 
serve instead to ration fund^". Huff (1975), also published 
eCji article entitled the " No Ijteed Scholarship ", In this 
article h^ referjs to the modifications which occurred in thq 

^ 1' ' ' 

<^.Sl calculation for determination of student need for the 
1975-1976 academic year.' H-e states that the change ". •* . 

r ■ • • • 

makes the parental contribudon morel reasonab le .for families 

I . 1 ^ 

at all income levels,, but? particularly for hard pressed 

1.1 

middle-incomefamilljes",.^^ 

In an article ij'y E. W, Sample (1975), President of the 

/ ? ' ' . . 

National Association of Student Financial Aid Admini s t r'ators , 

entitled " Federjil 'g^ch^dule for Financial Aid To Be Voluntary " 

many ''good point sljjs^re made. Sample, states that "We contend 

that it is iitlap!p|/opr iate to manipulate estinjates of parental 

ability to pay in order to keep, the eligible population under 

control. We beli eve that the utilization of realistic esti~ 

mates, of ability' to^ pay are extremely/ it^iportanl: in order to 
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reflect the real needs of students, even tbcugh titfe Sresources 



available from all funding si)urces may be inadeti^a\te 



to meet 



,tho,se need's". Table I, as it appjears in the'Append\x indi- 
cates the comparison of the latest C,S,S, liberalized dNalcu- 
lation and those resul ts, wh i ch would be suggested'by thejO.E. 
for the same income and standards (typical three-child family 
with one enrolled in postsecondary education), for the 1975- 
1976 academic year. The table is from Mr, Samples* .article 
and the differences in *expe cted p'arent al contribution vary 
from $0 to $550. 

In the January 19 75 issue of Activity, a monthly pub,li- 
cation of A.C.T., an article was printed entitled " Maj or 
Revisions' M^de in Need Analysis Systems ". This article dealt 
with the ratiorialization for the chamges made in the A.G^^T. 
fieed analyS'is calculation. It was stat.ed that "The first is 
related to the rapidly increasing inf lati'onary rate the 
economy is now experiencing. The second .is the need for 
national conformity in the ^need analysis systems used by 
s t uden ts " . 

In as far as the second statement referring to the need 
for conformity, this was- al^o an argument used^^^ O.E. a^gainst . 
the C.S.SJ liberalization. There does however seem to be some 
^accepted"non-conf ormi ty by the O.E. in the determination of 

t 

^ student *tieed. As an example, two^ other methods of determining 
student- finarffeial need that are popular are 'fehe Income Tax 
Method, and the method used by the Basic Educational^ Oppor- 
tunity Grant. The Federal Registe-r (October 21, 1975) carried 
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0 



10 



comments made during recent hearings on the need analysis 

-accepted by the Office of Education for th^ 1976-1977 aca- 

demic year. Questi-ons regarding this "nonf conformity" were 

directed to officials* of the O.E. The response was as 

• • 

follows. "It is acknowledged that neither tHe Basic Grants 

> 

.method nor the Income Tax System produces expected family 
contrituti^ons which are within $50 of the B^nchm'ark results 
on at least^75 percent of- sample cases. In the great major-- 



ity of cases l^th methods produce exif^^ed contributions 

^ i 
considerably higher than tH% benchmark figures. However, the 

Commissioner does not consider it desirable to force i^titu- 

tions to use the services of a need analysis contractor a^d 

therefore fee^s desirable to continue to offer any institu- 

tiop which /C h o o s e s^'lr^ to use such a'^contractor a simple 

method of/computing an expected family contribution. .Both 

v" ' ' - ■ J ' 

the Basic^Grants method and the Income Tax System officer the 

institution iuch an optional system and both remain approved 

in the fina'l r egulat ion" 

^Viii^^m Goggin (1974), in a study entitled " The Measure - 

ment of Economic Well-Being In Need ..Analysis Models " stated 

that* "The impetus for the distribution of aid on the basis 

of/ need derives from the interaction of three dissimilar 

factors.^ First, equal access to postsecondary ^education has 

become an important goal of master planning at Jjoth state. and 

■ fede^ral levels. Second, there is broad agreement "^that ' the 

family should provide as best it can for the pos ts econdary . 

education of its dependents, Third^ financ^.al aii funds are, 
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and will - continue to be scarce. These phenomena taken to- 

'/ ^ ^ 

gether ma-njda t e (the , d is t rib ut i on of aid fundfe according to 
need, S^ultaneously , the measurement of need becomes a 

r 

task of central importance. This thought is in agreement - 
with those expressed by Orwig and Jones (1970), as referred 
to earlier in this study. 



During t^e 1974-1975 academic year, many institution^ 
also modified their .calculations for determination of need. 
In an article by.K, Winkler (September 29 , 1-975), entitled 
" Narrowing the Gap in Student Aid ", the author states that 
these institutions modified their (^Iculations in order 
'* , , , to make those with high^er family incomevS eligible for 
need-based aid^ As a result, at Oberlin, students whose 

families earn more than $17 Jogo a year arS" receiving afd. 

*\ 

At Michigan, Stat^ there are cases of demonstrated need in 

families making $15 , 000-$20 , 000 a year, , ," These grbups 

Z 

of students would ^ost * prob^ abJ^y^n.ixt-^^ been eligible for*. 

need based fuiV^s under the old calculation, ' The establiTsh- 

ment of a student financial need figure is thejx- -vcot only 

contingent, but more important relative to the calculation 

I 

utilized in its determination, 

,It is surely evident that the problems facing student 

financial aid is indeed a complex^ one. It involves not only 

the politics of governmental sUbsidation for education, and 

/ 

those social theories - pro and con surrounding it, but also 

[ ' . A. - • 

the need analysis system utilized. In order to further sub- 
stantiate this point consider the*Basic Grant Program and the 

14 



12 

amount of funds which have remained unspent during the past 
three years. Millions of dollars have remained unspent each 
year. Your aut/or submits that the reason for this is not 
because of a communication problem in making the program 
known, but because the need calculation is such that many 
students who liaost financial aid officers would consider needy 
are determined not to' be needy by the program. The Basic 
Grant Program has most certainly met a tremendous amount of 
student need; however in the opinion of your author, the pro- 
gram is far too unsophifet icated to fulfill i£ goal of 
enhancing equal educational opportunity. According to the 
" Washington Notes " (September 2 , 1975), from 'the Chronicle of 
Higher Education, new rules have been proposed for this pro- 
gram. "The amounts that fatn^lies would be expected to con- 

tribute to their children who are receiving Basic Educational 

/ 

Opportunity Grants w<j)uld be liberalized under the ^ew rules 
. . . In calculating the family income - and, ferom that, the 
amoorrt a family could afford to an otf-Bjrx^a^^ s education - 
^the allowed deduction yould be increased 10 percent for the 
1^76-1977 Academic year. It.would also be adjusted at, the 

end of Xhe year' to^^^^eflect the increase in living costs 

// \ 

during that period, shown by the Consumer Price Index". 

It is 'apparent from the preceeding text that increased 
budgets for student aid programs canno't solve the pr\pbl'ems 
which may exist ^^^^^ need analysis calculation.* It should 
also be apparent that the single consistent ' thread riitining 
tl\^ough'the entire are/^of studentf financial aid is 

IS' • 



inconsistency ^ 

After a perusal of the limited available research 
directly pertaining to a, study such as this, it :^s certainly 
noteworthy to draw reference to one conducted by the 
Pennsylvania Higher Education Assistance Agency (1975), 
entitled " A Study Of The Characteristics And Resourcjes Of 
Studen ts. In Post secondary Education In The Commonweajlth Of 

Pennsylvania " , This study utilized the Student Resc/urce 

/ 

Survey, and encompassed surveying sturffent information during 

the Spring term of the 1972-1973 academic year." The results 

r ' // 

sta^te that' "There are two' measures of what parental contri- 

/ 

butions should be, which can be determined from the Student 
Resource Survey. The most commonly accepted is that prepared* 
by the College Scholarship Service of the College Entrance 
Examination Board, which is used^by most public and private 
institutions in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania in the awa^rd 
of federal and institutional f|knds under their Jurisdiction". 
Students at 1^0 institutions of the postsecondary level were 
surveyed. Of the 150 institutions participating in the study 
79 were private four-y^ar type (as- Is York College of / 
Pennsylvania). This was 85.8 percent of those invited to 
part icii\ate . Approximately 10 percent oSf the undergraduate 
student boKdy composed the- sample. A respd^se ratio of 66 
percent wasX achi eve d , C8,85^ iriesponded froAa sample size of 
13,423). ^ 

As report-ed in this study, the smallest percentage of 
students with no parental contribution was reported from 
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f I 
Students enrolled at the /private four-year type instl^tut ion. 

This was 16.6 percent.. The mean student reported parental 

N 

coi^tributioir was $1338. (This was also- the largest mean 
* 

student reported parental contribution for all institutions 
surveyed.) ^11 students reported a mean parental contri- , 
buti on of $934. The C.S.S. would have predicted a mean / 
parental contribution for this group of students at private 
four-^ear institution^ of $11020. ,(A difference of $482.) 
The C.S.S. would further have calculated an expected mean 
parental c|ontributiori for all students surveyed of $1386". 
(A differ^nc^ of $634.) The C.S.S. calculation expected no 

parental iontril^ution from 11.2 percent of »all students 

/ 

surveyed. There were 21.8 percent of all students reportii^g 

'I 

no parental contriburion . .(A difference of 10.6 percent.) 

Tables II, III, and IV as th^y appear in the Appendix 

cate to' the reader some of the striking dissimilar- 

orted in this study dealing wi-tji reported and 

♦ 

parental contributions. • . * 



will indi 
ities rei 
expected 



5., Kaplan (1969), conducted a study en titled '."ijildejr- 



gr ad uat e 



Financial Ai/d Recipients and Non-Recipi en-ts ; A 



Cot^paxisdn of Selected Social-Educational Characteristics" . 



"7 



In t)f is. study he states that "There are signifi^^<^t dif- 
ferences bet^eeji recip^ients and non-xe^ipi^n^t s of financial 
assistance in terms of . . . percentages of support received 
f rot!L parents . . . 

'\ 

In summat'ion, it .would most certainly seem that a strong 
case has been presented' in defense of this research ptudy„ A 
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review would begin by reminding the reader that the purpose 



of student financial aid programs is t( 



assi/^t needy students 



in meeting the cost of ^post secondary education*. A needy 



analysis The 
als with the faJjily's 



student is identified by means of a need 

calculation used in the need analysis de 

i 

income arid assets, and determines what the family should con- 

• ' i ' i ' 

tribute to a child's cost of postsecondiry education. The 
calculation utilized in the Various need analysis systems 
are not always valid. Families cannot J or do jiot contribute 



the expected amount. When Consi deriijig the scojpe of t|iis 
proposed study, some specific questions have been alluded to: 

a) Are the parents of high and/or low income families 
meeting at lea'st 80 percent of the expected parental 
contribution as calculated b/y a neea analysis method - 
for this pur^jose the method utilized by the College 

{ ' ' ■ I i 

f. Scholarship /Service? , 

b) Jf a particular group is' not - is there a ^ignifi 
difference iy the numbei^ of studejits whos^ parents 
are noty/meeting at least 80 perceiTt: of the expect 
calcuJAt ion? - 

c) / If a/significant difference exls1:s, what steps shoul 

. - ■ r\ 

>^ork College of Pennsy Ivani a f cons^tder - with resp 

to modification of the need analysi^ method ut ilij 

5, Definition of Terms ' • 

The following list of terms have been defined for ^the 

purpose of this research study: • 

a) / Actual parental contribution - ^he financial resources 
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if 



dollar amounts actually provided by the parents for 

the student's cost of education, 

I 

commuter student - a de^^endent student living with 
parents during /the , academic year. 

control vari ablJes sex- and resi^dency have been con- 
trolled througlji matchinjg from tlijS random sample drawn 
for tpis studyl 

cost (of educatfioix - th^ direct ^nd indireict co? 
a student inqljuding botks, transiportation, 



fees , r oc|m anc 
allowances • 
demons t rated 



board allcjfwances, spendi)?rg money 
inancial need -j see estjablished finan- 



cial need. 



d^pendpnt stydent ^- ^ student -who is claimed as. a 

I ; • / H III I 

d,educdion onrparefnts // or guardians'/ indjome tax;|or L 



le a| 



►lied 'for ai 





was tye yearj before 

fprth, recei ve^ |\$60O orJmore i!n financial assistam:e 

frgrm parents on guardi afns for that same time peri^od, 

' A ' / "I / 

who has livyed at hoine with parents or guardians 



of that same? ime "peri od . 



/ 



/ 



^ei!?enden4 ab le th^per centage^of ekp 

p a^ e n t a 1 q/o n t'ribution, as calculate acCua !^y c oja^ 
ributed ,by parents. ^ 



stabll^hed financial need -/the es t ab/Iis^hed finan- 

— — y f 

cia^need.i$ the differ^ce between the family con- 
tribution (primarily made from the par'ental contri- 
VatijDn) and 'theicost of- education. 




V 



19 



— 1 
\ 



17 



i) exp_ected parental contrlbutllon - the dollar amount 



calculated through the need analysis that parents 
should contribute toward thle.cost of the post- 



secondary education of theijr child. 
\ j 
j) family^ financial strength - the established amount 



of tot\ 



1 family financial resources ~ liquidable 



as determined through the need 



and non^liq uid ab le 
analy s is\. 

fin ancia^i ^^||^ progria|ms - p r o gr ams established to p r^- 

tance for the cost of education 
vfith established financial need, 
repayable financial repou^ces for stu- 




q) 



ins tiV:;tlcionaA scl>olarship program - iesjtaplished to 

\ ' ' 

provide financial resources for sttVdents' re^gardless 
of ne^d - usually as incentive or/rewari. 
intervening variables - the kn^dwledge sU student wilT 
have regarding his hom^ f in anc i al/ s i t u|i ti on , the 
attitude of the parents an/d/pr/st udent regarding 



parental assistance towards tne cost of a student's 



I 
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education. 



which must b^-repai 



) loan - a f inancial -^inesour ce program for studefitj 



W \ 



s)\ low income. - 4 family rncomeft before taxes and/or 



usualjly , with interest • 



deductions ofuess than $14^99. 
t) \ mainteaance figure - a dollar allowance a 
or room, boiardV medical expenses, neces^ 



l\ife. , K 



u) 



\ 



n€jed ana^lysis - i system of 

' I \ 

parentir' /and student's dn^^ 



edness ^re .considered 



\e, th 



calculation 
:clme and assets] 



r 

lilable 
'ies of 

ereby | 

f 

nd indebt- 



i€ \ result s allpl 



one t o 



determim.e; tne expected famiLv c on t r ibut/ iJbn • , 

/I ^ i" \ 

needy /gtudent - a student »7ho has demonati ratted or 



estatfuished financial nee/ 



w) 



instit A :lons\ o f the 



X) 



) • 



prlvaltfpy four-year instltuqlon! 

\ U X I jt. I [II '\\ ' 

post srafcondary level whi<ji/offer a b ap^kliaure ai^ . 

receivk^ho puiiLic financial ' * ^ 

' '\\ f 11 

t udent " a^Y^P^'^^^'^^ student 
fpareniis or guardians wh i le. en^p/llj 
sjeaondary education -^us^ally hou^^/d 
o^ private of f -campus/ £acili ties , 




y) student resource for^n - survey ^Mf^ developed by 
the College Entranc^ Examinat iciyiwBoa :d for use a^ 

/ ' • 

iqiiyceSy 



:es( 



2) 



a measure of student financial 

work program^ - programs wh^^ studints are employed 
and earn jhoney to assist them in meeting their cost 

resource program. 



of educatjfion - a financi 



ciatj re sou 

^ III • 
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6 . Limitations of the Study 

The following limitations placed some restr/lctlons on* 

I 

the validity, reliability, and applicability of the results 
of this study. \ 

a) The effectiveness ,of the survey Instrument utilized 
•may have Imposed some limitations of^ tt Is study 
The form lts;elf had no way for students 
extraordinary family' expenses or clrcuifas 



student was able to do this so all stu|ients 
assessed In !the exact samel manner. No 



to Indicat 
1 1 anqesu 

V'' 



Inf ormW lo^' 

was Indicated regarding age of parentsj, assets of 
parents or parental contribution for' slbllngSjU 
enrolled In pos'tsecondary educatlonal^Lins tit u^ilons • 
b) The maximum mean Income was used for responses which 
Indicated a family Income of $30,000|o'r more. 

|c) , The use of a 20 percent random samplpj may haye been 

i I 
somewhat ^'limiting. 



d) I Response^ sprvey forms from Indeperiqent studecv'ts were 
I not used. 



e) Commuting! St ude.ntis may not have cbnJsjldered a 



llowa/ble 



^room, board, or maintenance figures when conputlng 

I 

the parental contrlbutl on. 
f) The Intervening variables and basic ass ump t/i ons may 
^ have further Imposed additional limitation^ to this 
s t udy . 
/Basic Assumptions 



The following llst4 the basic assumptions considered 



or 



^2 



\ 




this s t udy : 



was' assumed that the number of responses received 
would total at l^ast 50 percent of the sample popu- 
latibn. , 

h)\ It was further assumed* that the students who re- 
sponded ltd the -survey form would be kniowledgeab le 
of the far^l^ly financial situation and [answer all ' (i 
q ues t i oifis I hone s t ly and sincerely, 
c) It was 



alfep /assumed that the s t udents i were from two 



parent! f^jmilie^ if they wer\e dependenl: students 

l! i ■ ' / • ■ \ ' 1 

d) In ordeH to maint/ain objectd^vity it hiad been fur*. 



her 



assumed Itjhat all parents of dependent' Students wbuld 

I 

hei 



4 

childj-en|- to the degree^to which t^i^y jWere able 



b^ cont|r:|lbuting toward the. cist of\ e4uc,ation of 

4» 



e) 



It was ass-umed that the limitations ^as |previou6 ]jy, 
s tat/e|i wj^uldj not adversely affec^ the study 

as!sumption made was ^hak this studv/ wki 



:he/ ^i 



li^nlflJantj .importance to warrant; c^arrying ijt Oji| 
Proce.di/re Hollowled for Collectiotx ofi Data 

/ A I ^ ^ , , ■ 

The lffol-ld*ijhg procedure was followed for the cc|lleciti(in 



of the data:# 

'a) /The compu 

random samp" 




enter of th? college drev ,a 20 pfercent 



the full-time undergraduate^/ Oudent 



enrolled. .They ai^so printed up gummed labelyS to 
assist in mailing out the survey response /or 



b) A form letter, copy of which is included/in t 
Appendix, was mailed with the Studetrt Hesourc 



s • 

e 
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Survey form to the/ students selected fpr participa- 
tion. A s el f -addr es s ed stamped envelope was also 
included . 

vA follow-up letter was sent to all "parti cipants 

emphasizing the importance of the stujdy and of 

' \ i I i ' • 

returning nhe surveyl A copy of this] follow-up 



lettdr ii 



the App 



endix. 



1 



As the ^cu^ent Resource Survey forms \ ere returnj( 
to thi ^/tulden|: F-inarjcial Aid Office, they VL^e 
identilfied and separated in t?he following manner 
1) Those students jansweri ng that the ^ were self 
sunpoftipg, on independent , were. cemQved fr 



cons : 



jation. 



2) 'Those j^tudents jwho r/ei ported isS^lMy in do me o 



less Than $14 ,999 were \separatedjTf rom/ tme r 



n 



3) The |foilowin^g inf orinlt i^on wajs /lk||ted /t 



of the r^spon^e forums in 



ti e li jli , oft: 1 



J: 




come group, respectively; mean income, 'act 
pareital contributdjon , \num^^r of detiende/it? 
children, number o^ depend4/it siblilij^s in post- 
secoidary education, sex,/i/esidency, 
A matched sample was drawn a^cjbrding to sex artd^ 
residencfy between each respiecjfive group ♦ 
The calculation for determination of need according 
ioll^ge Scholarship /ervice' (1975) formula. 



to the 




Those stfu dents whose pa renrt s metjat least^ 80 per- 
ent oyf the caj^culated contribution were labeled 
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as such. Those students in eac^' 



r|es|)ective grpup 

whose parents did not meet at le^bt 80 percent'* of 



the calculated contribution were also labeled. 




High 
Income 

l>pw 

Income 



Critical value = 3.84 



Calculated value « 36.04 
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11. Conclusions and Significance ' 

The data clearly indicates th^t there is a significant! 

J • < ^ . I 

difference in the number of studejtts in th6 high and low 

income groups whose parents meet at least 80 percent; of the 



expected ( 



calcula^d) contribution to'ward»s the cost of the 



student ',s postsecondary education. 



Impl;.catiojis £or Yorl 



ir 



College of Pennsylvania: 



ERLC 



a) I'lt is apparent tljiat there is a legitimacy ^^o th^ 
^concerilis voicedj i>y ojir students regarding*] the fact 
that pjheir parents a^te unable or unwilling to alssist 
them lap the degrjee which the need analysis utilized 



b) 



by tria college ^indicates 
It i^ Ifurther eiident^ th 



Offi(:jlat the college enlist the as s i s t anc e^ q f\ » 



into 



\th£ 



rat they should! be able, 
the Student Financial A.id 



memb srs of the college c'ommuViity,^ to look more aeeply 



tHe calculation ^r det^rminati/on of student 

ir Jh 



finaqlcial need, and to conduct ^fuTt^er redeardh into 

(xiscs / 



this area to determine where the pr/oblem 

c) .y/The importance of the Direfctfdr bf S tudefntr Financial ,, 

/ I / / / I 
Aid to use his ^)rofessional judg^ytnent pnd expertise 

to t.he fullest (as' supiported undfer fe'deral statute 

for use i^ administering federyal financial ai'd funds) 

|rs of the college 



\ 



should be enlphasized to all mpmbe 
communi t y • 



12. Residual Eindings ' 

lyte following data/ as reported is^ii:|| 
research. I Comparisons were dra^wn using, s 

2G 



-/ 



idental to the 
ub-groups of t\e 



. 24 



students utilized in this study. 
0" 



High 
Fern 



Lpw 
Female 



Number 
of students 



nx = 24 
ny ^ 24 



Table I 



Numbe r whose 
parents met at 
♦ least 80i. per- 
cent of expected 
^ contribution 



10 



2i 



Numb er whose 
parents did not 
m-eet at least- 
80 percent o f 
expected con- 
tribution 



14 



Table II 



Critical x=2 value - 



High 
Male 




Number ^ 
of student's 



nx = 24 



ny = 24 



V .Table III 



Number whose 
parents met at 
least 80 per- 
cent of .expected 
contribution 



Calculated x^ value = 15.84 




Number whos^^e 
parents did not 
meet at least 
80 percent of 
expected con- 
' / tribution 



20. 



20 



Table IV 



, Critical x2 value'= 3.84 Calculated x2 value = 24.08 

13. ' Discussion 


Table I draws the comparison of all females in the group'^^ 

il 

studied. | Table. Ill compares the sub-group of all males in 

the group s^>trdied. 'Tables II and IV respectively record the 

1 2 
critical and calculated x values for Tables I and III. It 

i^evident that >;ithiit each of the sub-groups referred to in 

the residual findinj^s that a significant difference exists. 



1 



27 



25 

These findings, are of course incidental and irrelevant 
to the study. They are however of interest, -It may also 
give added strength to the importance of further, research 
being undertaken. 
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Appendix I 
Table I 

A COMPARISON", CHART OF THE 19^75-19 76 PARENTAL 
CONTRIBUTION AS SUGGESTED BY THE U.S. OFFICE 

OF EDUCATION AND THE Cl^LLEGE SCHOLARSHIP 
SERVI^IE (FOR TYPICAL THREE CHILD FAMILY - ONE 
IN POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION) 

/ 



.Income Level 
After Taxes 



0. E. 

Suggested 
Cont ribution 



C.S . S . 

Sugges ted 
Cont rib ut ion 



Dif f er ence 
In 

Expectations 



$ 3,000.00 
6 ,000. 00 
9,000.00 
- 12,000.00 
15 ,000. 00 
18,000. 00 
21,000.00 



$ 



0 
0 

400.00 
980 . 00 
1,730.00 
2 ,910 . 00 
A ,230 . 00 



$ 0 
0 
0 

590. 00 
1,240. 00 
2 ,190. 00 
3,680. 00 



$ 0 
■ 0 
400. 00 
390. 00 
490. 00 
720. 00 
550. 00 



(From The College Board News, June 1975) 
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Appendix II 
Table II 

STUDENT REPORTED MEAN PARENTAL CONTRIBUTION 
COMPARED TO C.S.^S. CALCULATED CONTRIBUTION 



•\Mean Parental Contribution 

Type of Institution Student Reported C. S . S . Calculated 

All Institutions $ 934,00 $1,568.00 

Private Four-Year 1,338,00 1,820,00 

State Owned '69 7.00 1,408. 00 

State Related 754.00 1,471.00 

Private Two-Year 75Q.0P 1,557.00 

Public Two-Year 362,00 1,311.00 

Proprietary 628.00 1,078.00 



(From Pennsylvania Higher Education Assistance Agency Report, 
1975) \ ■ 
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YORK COLLEGE of PENNSYLVANIA 



Country C lub Road York. Pennsylvania 17405 

TCL 717 8-4©.778S 



January 19, 1976 



Dear Student : 

You have been randomly selected to participate in a 
student financial resource survey sponsored by the Finan- 
cial Aid Office and the Student Affairs Division of York 
College of Pennsylvania. This survey is designed so that 
we .can better evaluate the needs of all our students.' 



It is important that you read each question carefully, 
answer all questions, and return' it to the Financial Aid 
Office by January 27, 1976. Any identifiable information 
such as name, student I.D. number is not requested. 

Enclosed you will find a self-addressed envelope for 
use in returning the survey. 

Thank yo'^u so much for ygur time and effort in this 
matter. t 



Sincerely yours, 



JJP/rs 
End . 



John J . Pierog 

Director J Student Financial Aid 



ERIC 
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YORK- COLLEGE of PENNSYLVANIA 

Country Club Road ' York, Pe?^nsylvan»a 17405 

TCL 717 646.7788 ^ 

January 27, 1976 



De ar 



S tyudent 



:t/d< 



On January 19 you received a Student Resource Survey 
and a self-addressed, postage-paid envelope for your use 
in returning the 'survey, ^ 

- Because of the nature of this form, we did not request 
any information which could identify indi'vidu^al student 
participant. As a result, we are mailing this follow-up 
to all students selected for participation urging return of 
the completed survey. 

The results of the survey may have an effect on all 
students - not merely those receiving financial assistance,, 
therefore it is essential that as many completed survey 
forms are returned as possible. 



take 
your 



If^you have not completed arnd returned this form, please 
a^^few moments to do so. If you have, we thank you for 
assistance. 



\ 



I 



'Sincerely' youfs. 



John J , Pierog 
Director, Student 



Financial Aid 



JJP/rs 



End, 



/ 
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Student Resource Survey 




The purpose of this study, conducted jointly by this institution and the College Entrance E)lomination Board, is to 
coilpct information foi: use in annual applications to the Federal Government for student financial aid program funds and* 
for use in reports to the Federal Government and state agencie^.Jl is hoped that theVesults will be helpful in the assess- 
ment of the adequacy of student financial aid programs. The infiq^rmation needed can be collected only from students, we 
wil!,be grateful for your cooperation. * ♦ , . ^ 

You are not asked to provide your name or other identifying data, and your responses will be completely eenfidential. 
Pleases enter your response to each question by recording the response number in the appropriate box on the accompany 
ing response coding form. i * 

Space^ 1 , 2» and 3 are reserved for institutional identification. . | / 



4. in which of the following programs are you enrolled? 



0* Agricultural Sciences 5- 

1- Business Administration i 6* 

2- Humanities or Social Sciences 7- 

3- Physical and Ltfe Sciences, Mathematics 8- 

4- Engineering, Architecture . 9- 



Education 
Nursing 

Health Professions ^ 
Law 

undeclared major or other 



5. What IS your current class level? 

0- Highschooi senior 6- 

1- College freshman 

2* College sophomorje 7- 
3- College junior ' 

4. College senior ' 8 

&- Ftfth*year undergraduate 9 



First -year graduate' or professional 
student 

Second-year graduate or professional 
student 

Third'year graduate or professional student 
Fourth-year (or more) graduate or 
professional studerK 



%. What class load art you carrying? 

0- Less than 1/2 of a fuii-time course of study 
1 1/2 to 3/4 of a full-time course of study 
2* A full-time course of study ^ 

7. Age at nearest birtl7day? 



1 1 8 or under 
2- 19 



20 
21 



22 24- 

25-29 



/ 



«. Sex , 

9, How do you describe yourself ? 

l' 



n _ _ _ , _ _ ^ 
/ 0- American indlai^ / 



1- Black/Afro-Am*i/ican/Neg;o 

2- Caucasian/White' 

3- Chicano/Mexicah'Amencan 



7- 30 34 

8- 35-40 



9- 41 and over 



' 1- Femaiel ) 

I 

4- okental/Asian*American 

5- Otper Spanish-speaKing 

jAmerican 

6- Other 



10. Marital St^ius 

0- Never Married 
1* Married 



2- Separated 

3- Divorced 



4- Widowed 

5- Other 



1 1. if you have children, how many of them are dipendent upbn youifor 
support? (p-9) 

12. Residence status for tuitioivpurposes: 



0- State resident 

1- Non-state resident— U S citizen 
2* Foreign student— 

Non«immigrant visa 



3- Immigrant-State residency 
established 

4- I mmigrant— State residency 
not established 



13, What IS the highest level of education you plan to complete hire or 
elsewhere? 

0- Doctor's degree (Ph.D., Ed.O., J,0., M,0., O.O.S., etc ) 

1- rviaster's degree (M.A., M S., etc.) or first professional degree 

2- Bachelor's degree (B A , B S., etc.) 
3* Non-degree Certificate Program 

4- 2-year Associate degree 



14. What IS the approximate income this calendar year of your parents o 
^legal guardian before taxes (include income from all sources)? 

Between $12,000 and $14,99 



> Less than $3,000 z year 5- 

> Between $3,000 and $5,999 6- 

> Between $6,000 and $7,499 7- 
3- Between $7. SPO and $8,999 ^8- 

Bet ween $9, OpO and $11,999 ^- 



Between $15,000 and $17,99 
Between $18,000 and $20,99 
Between $21,000 and $24,99 
$25,000 and above 



n the averaige, about how many hours pel* week do you work in a 
p^rt-time job whife school is in session? 

\o\None I 4- 16 to 20 hours 

1 to 5 hours \ 5- 21 to 25 hours 

- 6 to 10 hours I \ 6- 26 to 30 hours 

; 11 to 15 hours 1 1 7- 31 hours or more 

1€. Do you (and spbuse if applicable) pontributt to your own support? 

0- No I \ 

ij- Yes, but my parents provide most of my support 
,2- Yes. I am primarily self-supporting \ / 
1 3- Yes, and I ajn classified as a self-supj^orting (Independent) studenl 

by the Financial Aid Office 
4- Yes, but I have been denied self-suprforting (independent) status 
by the Financial Aid Office 

Questions 1 7 to 45 relateito the costs of attending college ^nd the ways 
in which you finance your education. Please enter the applicable code 
corresponding to the dollar ranges (stated below) for your answers to 
questions 1 7 through 49. pi^ none, be sure tp enter code 0 Do not leave 
blanks. r 



Code Range 

0- for $00 or None 

1- for $1 to $200 

2- for $201 to $400 

3- for $401 to $600 

4- for $601 to $1,000 



ite youi toi 
le dollar rai 



/COLLEGE EXPENSES, 

for thocurrent ^ear, ujing 1 

1 7. Tuition and fees 
It. Books, supplies, and liourse 

nyaterials | 
1 9. Room and board 

SOURCE OF FINANCIALSUP**^"!"- Es\lmate the amount of money 
wiiy receive during th«rHine-month academic year from each of the fc 
toWing sources, using the dollar ranges above. 



Xode Range 

5- for $1,001 to $1,500 

6- for $1,501 to $2,000 
7.for $2,001 to $2,500 
8- for $2,501 to $3,000 
9« for $3,001 and above 

il nine month academic bud9< 
)es above. 

120. Transportation 

Clothing, recreation, ar 
incidentals 



/ 



FAMILY 
22. Parent or legal guardian 
TERM-TIME EMPLOYMENT 

24. Collegi Work-Study 

25. Assistantshlps, tiaching, 

or research 



23, Spouse^ 



2€. On-campus tmploymei 
(Non-Work-Study) 

27' -Other employment 



PLEASE DETACH ALONG DOTTED LINE AND PROCEED TO QUESTIONS 2t TO 67 pN REVERSE SIDE 



PAGE No, 1 

□□□□□□ □□□□□□ 

4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 



□□□□□□ □□□□□□ 

16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 



PAGE No. 2 

□□□□□□ □□□□□□ □□□□□□ □□□□□□ 

28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 ^36 37 38 39 40 41 42 43 -44' 45 46 47 48 49 50 51 



□□□□□ 

52 53 54 55 56, 



PAGE No, 2 (continued) 

□□□□□□ □□□□ 



58 59 60 61 62 63 



64 65 66.67 



LOCAL QUESTIONS (if any) 



□□□□□□ 

68 69 70 71 72 73 



□□□□□□ 

74 75 76 77 78 79 



□ 

80 



Student 
^ Resource 

ERicSurvey 




RESPONSE CODING FORM 

Enter in the appropriate box, the number associated with your- 
response hp each question. 



f 



3,8 



June 1974 



QutstlonS 2t to 49*Continu* to uM following s*«^lts of rtsponst codas: 

5- for $1,001 to $1,500 
4* f i«? i*229^^ ^- *1 '501 to $2,000 

?• 145} if 22 7. for $2,001 to $2,500 

i* JS^Sfs} ° !?%.^ $2,501 to $3,000 

4- for ^1 to $1,000 9- for $3,001 and a&ov* 

SUMMER EMPLOYMENT (Total amount, before taxes, earned last sumnner) 
28. College Work-Study 



29. Assistantships, teaching, 
or research . 

PERSONAL SAVINGS 



30. On-campus employment 
(Non-Work*Study) 

31. Other employment 



32. ^rom savings (exclude amounts in 28-31} 

GRANTS, SCHOLARSHIPS. FELLOWSHIPS. AND TRAINEESHIPS 

33. 
34. 
35. 
3C. 
37. 



38. 



39, 

40, 
41. 
42. 
43. 



Non-Resident Tuition Waiver 
State Scholarship Awards and Fellowships 
Basic Educational Opportunity Grants 
Supplementary Educational Opportunity Grants 
Institutlonai grants or scholarships (include grants, fellowships, and 
. traineeships) 

Other federal fellowships, grants, and traineeships not previously 
listed Mncluding Nurslni^rtealth Professions or Law Enforcement 
Education Program Grants}\ 

Scholarships or grants or felloW^lps from sources not previously , 
listed ^ f * I 

G.i. Bill 

Social Security 

Welfare ^ 

State Vocational Rehabilitatiq^ 

Other Federal or State benefiWliot previously Itst^. 



LOANS 

45. National Direct Student Loans 

4C. Law Enforcement Education Program or Nursing or Health 

Professions Loans 
47. Federally Insured Student Loan, or other state guaranteed loans 

(Loans obtained through banks or other lending agencies) 
48 Institutional long term loans not previously listed 
49. Other Loans 



50. How much will ^ou and your spouse earn, before taxes, this calendar 
year? 



0' $1 to $999 

1- $1,000 to $1,909 

2- $2,000 to $2,999 

3- $3,000 to $3,999 

4- $4,000 to $4,999 



$5,000 to $5,999 
$6,000 to $7,499 
$7,500 to $8,999 
$9,000 to SI 1.999 
$12,000 and above 



51. Indicate the amount of your (»nd your spouse's) present Indebtedness 
under all long-term student loan programs (include loans taken out this 
year, items 45 to 49. as wen as educational debts mcurred in prior aca- 
demic years ) • 



0- $0 

1- $1 to $499 

2- $500 to $999 



3- $1,000 to $1,499 

4- 41.500 to $2,499 

5- i2.5QO to $3,499 



6- $3,500 to $4,499 

7- $4,500 to $5,999 
8* $6,000 to $7,499 
9- $7,500 and over 



52. Did you apply for financial aid at your institution for this academic 
year? (Refers to college work-study 4t2^ & 28. federal and institutional 
grants $^35 to 37. and federal loans #45 & 46.) 

0- No 

1- Yes. I applied for aid and it was granted 

2- Yes, I applied for aid, but I was told that I was ineligibie 

3- Yes. I applied for aid. but I was told no funds were available 

53. Are you participating in your institution's Educational Opportunity 
Program or simitar campus program? 



0- No 



1- Yes 



54, 



For EOP participants only, indicate the types of assistance you are 
receiving 

0 None 4 Financial aid and tutoring 

1' Financial aid only 5- Financial aid and counseling 

2- Tutoring only 6- Tutoring and counseling 

3- Counseling only 7- Financial aid* tutoring and counseling 



55. How many of your brothers or sisters are dependent on your barents 
or legal guardian for financial support? (0 to 9} 

58, How many of your dependent brothers or sisters are also in college this | 
academic year? (Cannot exceed response to Item #55.)\ I 



I 5 7 Did your parents claim you as a dependent f6r Federal ^ax purposes for I 
the las^calendar year? ^ »- »- 



0- Yes 



1- No 



2- I don't know 



2- 4 don't know 



58. Will your parents claim you as a dependent for Federal tax purposes for ' 
. this calendar year? > > 

0- Yes 1- No 

59. Are you receiving food stamps? 
0- Ves 

SO. When at college, where do you normally live? 



1- No 



0- With Parents 

1- With relatives 

2- University or College 

Residence Hall 

3- University or College 

Apartment 

4- Fraternity or SorOrity 



5- Off Capipus, non-college residence 

hall 

6- Rented room with or without board 

7- Other off-campus housing alone or 

with spouse 
^- Other off-campus housing with one 

or two roommates 
9- Other off-campus housing with three 

or more roommates 



61. What is the distance from your living quarters to campus? 



0- I live on campus 

1- Under 1 mite 

2' More than 1 mile 
but less than 3 

3- More than 3 rrHtes 
but less than 5 



4- More than 5 mites 

but less than io 

5- More than 10 mites 
bul less than 15 



/^Hy^ore.than 15 miles 

/ 6 



62. How do you usually get to your college^ampus? 



0- Walk 

1- Automobile 
2' Use public transportation 
3- Car pool 

63. How would you rate your acadcmn 
in college? 

0- Mostly A's (3 5 or higher) 

1- Mostly B's (2.5 to 3.4) 

S4. Are you a veteran ^the U.S. Arnied 

0- Yes ^ 
65. How were you admitted? 

0- As a first-time freshman 

1- As a transfer from an 

tn state community 
college 

2- As a transfer from an 

out-or-state 
community coHeqc 

3- As a transfer from an 

m-state public college 
or university 




fintac^s than 25 
7- More t^ah25 



4- Bike or motorcycle 

5- College bus 
6* Hitchhike 



chievement as measured by grades 

2 Mostly C's (l!5 to 2 4) 
3- Mostly D's (belo^w 1.5) 

orges' 



Asa tr'an&ler from an 
indepeddent 
(privaw) in-state 
colleoe or university 

As a tr/nsfer from an 
out^pf 'State 
college or uniVersity 

As a graduate of a 
4-yea^ institution 

Other 



66. Are you planning to return to this institutiotV next tfcrm? 



0- Yes 

1 No— I plan to receive my 
degree 

2- No— I plan to drop out and 

return later 

3- No— I plan to drop out 



No, I plan to transfer to 

4- 4 year public institution withm 
the state • 

5- 4 year private institution within 
the state 

6- 4 year aublic mstitution 
outsfde the state 

7- 4 year dfivate Institution 

outsinc the state 

8- Any othpr type of institution 

of postsecondary education 
67. How satisfied are you with this institution as a whole? . 



0- Completely satisfied 

1- Satisfied 

2- Indifferent 



3- Unsatisfied j 
4« Completely unsatisfied^ ^ 



An additional 13 local questions may have been added to thii versicln of the 
survey. If so, please answer questions 68 to 80 according to the instructions 
of) the separate question sheet. 1 



X UNIVERSITY OF- CALIF. 
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